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When government or other drawings; specis
ﬁcat:l.ona or othér data are used for any purpose
other than in connection with a definitely related
government procurement operation, the U. S.
Government thereby incurs no responsibility, nor any
obligation vhatsoever; and the fact that the Govern-
ment may have formilated, furnished, or in any vay
supplied the said dravings, specifications, or other
dats is Dot to be regarded by implication or other-
wise as in any manner licensing the holder or any
other person or corporation, or conveying any rights
or permission to manufacture, use or sell any
patented invention that may in any way be related
thereto.
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Economy is a distributive virtue, and consists not in saving but in

selection, Parsimony Fequires no brovidence, no sigacity, no powers A I R lF g R E E -
of combination, rio comparison, ro judgment.” ;
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=Edinund Butke, Letter fo a Noble Lord (1796)
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. THE ROAD TO MELTOWN -WHAT DOES MELMAN SAY?"

his preaching is sweet to the ears: “We [the US] The following quotation from the Wall Street Journal,
have stockpiled bombs enough to kill the Soviets January 24, 1963, appears on the inside cover of the
hundreds of times over; but killing them more than booklet:
once is costly, stupid, and wasteful; we can kill them

T HE prophet of overkill has risen in the East, and a booklet entitled “A Strategy for American Security.™

only once, so we should stop wasting meney. We It's impossible to buy a perfect defense; nothing
should cut the defense budget by at least $22 billion. ;a"th::;vgry; deter lsc:';';;’:ndzl:z:r;:fggn:: ack, nor
;Io‘:'giea list of the things to do with the $22 billion muclll should be spent, or for what, to assure the best
4 of always imperfect protection, But man le
And who wouldn't like such news? Especially when here th:fnk théx:vhole gmcess could be |mp¥m?:: l;,y
delivered with conviction and without equivocation more informed consideration of the strategies, instead
by the leader of a group of professors. When large of just the hardware, that dictate all the spending.
sums are spent there is often a strong suspicion that i
much is wasted. And when complex problems of strat- It would seem that we're off to a fast start. An in-
egy, politics, and procurement swirl around our heads formed discussion of strategies is always in order. But
like nebulae—who would not like to have all this re- this premise is supported only by the title of the book-
duced to plain talk and simple arithmetic? let; one vainly turns the pages looking for any further
Answers are what we want—the simpler and neater discussion of strategy. There is none.
the better, That's what Seymour Melman gives us. Let us then briefly examine Melman’s statements
Professor Melman and six associates have prepared (Continued on following page)
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THE MYTH OF OVERKILL

and preposals The booklet cons" sts ot e]’cven cha:pters

ﬁrst two chapters h are
They have attracted consnderable attentlon‘ iby
M Tim

kill a populatwn more than once; and descnbes how
the assumed Am rxca *d‘ Sov1et avail ‘ble xmegaton-

servatlve assumptwn in whlch he allowed a fifty
percent attrition of carriers, hie asserts that for the 140
major cities of the Soviet Union the US “overki

pacity” is seventy-elght times. I hls terms thls means

that we have sevent

1 capacny

of forty. >ne nmes allow,;g for thirty pe
tion of delivery systems.

Although strateglc cons1derat10ns are desperately
hxs attntmn assumptlons based upon'P Who attacks
first? The United States? The Soviet Union? Does he
assume the US is starting a preventive war or a pre-
emptive war, or does he assume that the Soviet Union
has struck the US first, and that we are responding
with an all-out countercity campaign? Is there any
mention of alternative target systems—of a partial
response? Any thought of dampmg out a war? Nary a
word! We have no campaign enalysis at hand—only
conclusions.

But let’s see what happens to his figures if we
change certain of Melman’s “conservative” assump-
tions. Suppose the United States suffered a surprise
attack. It is improbable that the Soviets would attack
our cities first, leavmg alone our bombers and our mis-
siles. The cities aren’t going anywhere; they would
be avallable for later attack for use as hmtages for

rellablh.ty of the _rema_mder is thlrty percent, and
of that thirty percent, local defenses in the Soviet
Union can knock down seventy percent—we are now
down to a force over the Soviet Union of but one per-
cent of everything we had. In terms of our Melman
unit (the “overkill” statistic) we are down to but two
times and, if the entire Sino-Soviet bloc is considered,

s CONTINUED

by Melman’s own st tlstlcs we have no overkvll at a’ll‘

viong then. He assuimes th :
failed. He then assumes a countefcity target system
and he arbitrarily assumes very lew attrition fi
(that is, he assumes that a i
weapoh caiFiers we start with will survive, prove fes
liable, and get to their tatgets ). However, the purposes
r@‘f our forces are to dét Z t n d!, iff war

e 18 assump 101,
operatlons (that is, the U
attack on as yet unus
flt is Melmans clea

pre
pear excluswely depen dent on this concept

Melman asserts: “Until recently the ‘counterforce’
concept of national security has appeared to have the
full endorsement of the Secretary of Defense.” He
says: “The rounterforce perspechve has been ten:
dered implausible by the d P
snde of the same sort of k
by the Umted States i der these c1rcumstances wthe
countetfotce perspechve reflected in the administra-
tive budget has no military reality. .

He seems to believe that a hard mxssnle site is ab-
solutely invulnerable. But in truth, “hardness” cer-
tainly does not confer or connote absolute invulner-
ablhty A “hard mlssﬂe site is s1mply more difficult

the reason for the “extra” forces that Melman talks
about. But the main needs for what Melman calls
“extra” forces stem from uncertainty and the need for
insurance. We want to be far away from that threshold
do with a counterforce strategy

It is truly amazing that certainty comes easily, if
without grace, to those most removed from the re-
alities and complexities of military hardware and re-
sponsibilities, It would be difficult to explain to the
American public that our only pesition in the event of
war is to murder the Soviet population, smash their
cities, and not even attempt to touch those forces
which if left alone would succeed in killing Americans.
Strangely enough, it is the military and “hard-headed”
civilian analysts- who are against a strategy whose
sole content is mutual and complete annihilation of
cities, It is Melman’s so-called strategy that can be
properly termed senseless, inhumane, and mechanical,

It is infinitely better not to have nuclear war, and it
is the fundamental purpose of our forces to dis-
courage any opponent from adventurism and from mis-
calculation of the kind Melman makes. We hope that
we have deterred and will continue to deter the
Soviets from deliberately planning a surprise attack
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on the United States. Ate we wasting money if we
achicve this?

Melman’s answer is that we have the wrong strat:
egy, and we can do it cheaper. But can we? The only
strategy he considers is the countercity strategy, and
this, he asserts; we cati do cheaper. But as noted above;
this assumption depends upon sonie nonexplicit as-
10ns ab@ut who star lthe waf, albout the poten-

about the attrition o the way to and in the target
avea. His calculations are extraordinarily sensitive to
these assumptions, biit neithes the fact of the sensi-
hvlty nor any of the assumfptmns dre mentiotied.

om Mrelmane Chapter

I, whlch 111 vtrates the pro
summptions. On page two of his booklet he callculates

The destruetive capabnhty of Soviet forces is esti-
mated by the same reasoning applied to US forces
with some medifications. . . . On the samé basis of
our first set of calculations, the Soviet Union has the
following capabilities:

For the 2,000 cities in the werld of 100,000 ot
more | ,pulatlon no “overkill capacity” if a thirty per-
cent attrition is applied to delivery systens. This is
so because of about 2,500 delivery vehicles, thirty
pereent losses would leave less than one vehicle per
target. However, if one figures; arbitrarily, an attri-
tion rate of twenty percent, then USSR dellvery
woiild be 3.2 megatons per 100,000 persons in major
cities or an overkill of 160 times.

This is remarkable: By changing his assumption
from thirty percent to twenty percent attrition, Mel-
man goes from a no-overkill capacity to an “overkill”
of 160 times! And he demonstrates no preference for
either assumption, nor a basis for his assumptions, call-
ing them arbitrary! This arithmetical flimflam doesn’t
even catch Melman's eye. We saw earlier how, by in-
troducing other assumptions on attrition (perhaps not
as arbitrary as Melman’s) the US force can be reduced
to less than one percent of our total force! Even these
calculations illustrate the sensitivity of the analysis to
preliminary assumptions.

From these examples, and from further perusal of
the booklet, one can understand how frustrating it is
for military and civilian analysts to “answer” Melman’s
formulation. It is frustrating for these simple reasons:

o There is no analysis.

e The presentation is not of a “strategy” but of a
reaction to some unstated level of Soviet attack. (On
whom? The US? NATO?)

o This assumed “strategy” is not compared with any
other strategy.

® The partwular single-response strategy (assumed
by Melman) is not US strategy as described by mili-
tary or civilian officials

Figures on military force levels and deployments
are not handed down from Mt. Sinai. They are arrived
at by answering the threat and considering what the
other fellow is doing, and by allocating forces and
funds among several missions: conventional war (non-
nuclear), nuclear war, counterinsurgency, military
aid, etc. No, the defense budget is not sacrosanct. OF
course it can be modified, and I am not arguing against
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not gomg to ase force re
hanges on the kind of arlthmetlc and
arg ment in Melmai's booklet,

pose we were to accept Melmai's stiategy, de-
j ed in Chapter I of his booklet. He does not and
cannot deseribe which forces he is cutting, because
the elements of his budget are R&D, operation and
rhaintenance; military personnel, etc.; instead of being
expressed it terms of forces airct aft mlssﬂles conven-

been vm‘terestmg to see wluch forces afe cut and hew
much

to destr@y all the major c1t1es of the Soviet Umon?
There is not one solitary word on any of these gues-
tions. What does he say about the cost of controlling
our forees—of protecting thef so they do fiet have to
respond in a hurry, so they can, in fact, survive and
pause while an attack==or an accident—is being evalu-
ated? There is nothing on this either.

Melman does sweeten the pie. He presents an ad-
ministration defense biidget of $56 billion. In his first
approximation to cuttmg this budget he ctits out $22
billion, calling what is left a “maintenance of present
forces” budget. This $22 billion is taken from procure-
ment, from research and development, from military
construction, from military assistance, and from the
atomic-energy progtam. What, then, replaces the B-47s
which are phasing out-=the B-52s which are aging?
Where then do we get the forces with which to fight
counterinsurgency or conventional warfare when
needed? Not a word about these things.

Nevertheless, Melman’s propesed slash of $22 hil-
lion looks minor indeed compared to an alternative
he calls the “Fi inite Deterrent” Budget This budget

a subtle form of budget by assoclanon Melman bases
his $9 billion budget on conclusions drawn from some
remarks made by Dr. Jerome Wiesner in 1960. Quot-
ing from the Wiesner paper, Melman says: “Studies
made independently by the US Army and Navy have
indicated that even in the absence of agreements limit-
ing force size and permitting inspection, 200 relative-
ly secure missiles would provide an adequate deter-
rent,”

Oh, to have been President! And to be confronted
by Cuba or Berlin with only this particular hand show-
ing! What range of responses, what options, what
choices does Melman leave us? He offers no response,
no option short of the destruction of 140 Soviet cities.
There is, of course, considerable doubt that Melman is
in favor of such a murderous option, and there is some
doubt that the US could or would carry out this idea.
Itis doubtful that this solitary threat—the US mas-
 be called out for any Soviet prov-
ocation or militg;y action short of large-scale attack on
thewgll]lited States. And the Soviets may suspect this,
as

There is no objection to an inexpensive
there is only one requirement which misstrategyteﬁs

(Continued on following page)




THE MYTH OF OVERKILL

failed te meet==that it be workable. The problem the
United States faces is not solely to save money; we
should speid what we must, and do it sensibly. We
could save a lot of moeney by being isolationists, and
we could ciife the gold’ flow problem at one and the
: me But thlS is not our main obje ive. We have

as well ask: W 1ch strategy is more likely Vte get us nte
a war, and if a war were to start, which is guaranteed
to kill mere people? Lo and behold, it is Melman’s!

Il
GIRF—

THE GUARANTEED
INVULNERABLE
RETALIATORY FORCE
~WHO'S IN CHARGE?

@ AJ E LIVE in a world of uncertainty. Not at peace,
w we are not at war. Our principal military threat

comes from the Soviet empire. The Soviet
Union practices secrecy and maintains a closed so-
ciety with great skill and determination. Thus we find,
from time to time, that in building our defenses, we
have had to pay heavy and excessive insurance pre-
miums against evaluated risks, some of which may
later turn out to be smaller than we thought or even
imaginary. In doing this, we must bend all our efforts
to protect ourselves against real risks and dangers.
But the consequences of error are not symmetric: In
the one case we may waste money; in the other we
may spill large amounts of blood. We have more
money than blood; the choice between errors is ob-
vious.

What do we mean by security? I suggest that what
we mean by security is freedom from both the fear
and danger of violent war. These are quite different
=the fear and the danger—and not at all redundant.
We might well be confronted with the danger of
violent war and for whatever reason=-stupidity, blind-
ness, bravado, or a large national dose of tranquilizers
—we might have no fear. Similarly, we might have
feurandnotbeinanyrealdangel‘-\nd,ofcmrse,we
danger.

Smnehowwe imply by security not only the absence
of war, but the of some kind of freedom, and
not only auarchic:lwfreedmn llmt Erei:id:mofand oppor-
tunity to pursue peaceful activi society.

Part of our system of military deterrence against

< CONTINUED

central war is the GIRF—the Guaranteed Invulnera-
ble Retaliatory Force. What is meant by this is simple
in concept, although difficult and expensive to achieve
and maintain.

To deter thermonuclear war we try to procure and
arrange forces whose magnitide and disposition dis-
courage a Sovuet ﬁrst strlke We hope that the Sov1ets

¥ ﬁrst strlke to prevent destr ctlon ot
the Sov1et Union by the remainder. Thus, makitig

culation; the Sov1et Umon w1ll presumably b
terred from 1 i,

g and xmamtannmg such a
force But the Soviet Umon has much to do with, and
is in partial cha/rge of at least two of these words:
gua/ranteed and mvulnerable This is not always
iiss these mattefs.

; nerable may not be. “Ins
at we de but

m 1ssxles to
knock it out. Its alleged invulnerability may fest on
this caleulation and an assumption that this price is
too high for an opponent to pay. But it may not be;
it is a choice. The opponent may have a different way
of calculating, Invulnerability is not an absolute, to
be certified and forgotten. Our opponent may find a
way to make cheaper warheads, or more of them—or,
indeed, may package many warheads on one of his
large missiles. Whether retaliation is guaranteed de-
pends first on its passing the test of invulnerability.
Assuming it passes that test, it then must be capable
of getting through Soviet defenses. Remember that
Melman’s calculations include the B-47 force, now
phasing out, and the B-52s whose life is probably lim-
ited to this decade. These systems, as well as a large
number of ICBMs, are vulnerable, yet in Melman’s
tabulation, they are assigned, together with B-58s.
Navy A-3Ds and A-4Ds—21,150 megatons out of a total
of the 21,970 megatons Melman claims for our 1963
strategic forces!! Thus, Melman assigns the aircraf
systems more than ninety-six percent of our strategic
firepower, and he neglects vulnerability!

In addition, these aircraft have to get through a
Soviet defense system—a fact unmentioned by Mel-
man, but one which has engaged both our planners
and the Soviets’ as well. Clearly, the fundamental
theorem of air defense—that the defense can exact a
bigger price, in proportion, from small numbers of
intruding aircraft than it can from larger numbers—
though important, is too subtle to be reflected in Mel-
man’s static assertions.

We have customanly said, and believed, that the
anti-ICBM problem is msaluble The Soviets claim to
have solved it. We can’t assume that we have a guar-
aniteed force without assuming that an effective anti-
ICBM system is impomble

Stability is not static, it is not automatic, it is not
guaranteed, and, above all, it cannot be left untended
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SAVING MONEY

DO WITH IT

hat he can slash our defense budget w1th0ut de-
~ Creasing our secufity, 7
nfortunately for loglc, clanty, A

(and‘I suggest that they may)—there should be httle
question of priority.

Both Professor Melman and I attended the 1962
Accra (“Woild Without the lomb”) Assembly in

Ghana. Most of the represen
were from the smaller states—the neutra]s, the nen-
aligned, or the not-yet-fully aligned. Many of them
seemed to have this attitude toward disarmamen
“The United States is now spending about $50 billion
a year on arms. If we could achieve disarmament,
there would be no need to spend this, and the United
States could give it to us.”

Admlttedly, thxs is an over51mpleicat10n of t‘he

the bomb. The answer to these two points was stxaxght-
forward: ' )
“The bomb appeared in the world in 1943, didn’t
it? Well, now let’s see what's happened. Since 1945,
about fifty new nations have been created; about a
billion people have secured their freedom, Now, about
a billion were already free, and about a billion people
are in the Smo-Sovnet bloc, and thls adds up to the
has been spent on forelgn aid by the Umted States
since 1945 than in all human history by all the nations of
the world up to that point. From the standpoint of the
smaller groups represented here, how goed could it
possnbly get?”
" Tt is naive to believe that, in the event of total dis-
armament, the $50 billion per year now spent by the
United States for defense would be given out in the
form of foreign aid to underdeveloped countries, the
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neutrals, aind nonaligned states. Foreign aid is con-
ducted to support our foreign policy, and is, in pait
a fesponse to competition, to threat, and to tension.
Thls does not miean that were the Sov1et U‘ ion to (llb-

necessatily go on as
‘”h”h the Amerlc

in the form @f greatly expanded f@reng,n
sophlstlcated representatives at Accra
] l‘ It is questlonable whether massnve

especially true

resourees in the US. Complementary, yes competmve

no! )

Ours is a big co
the resources to do m
support med; € ) ald educatior
to work on many legitimat oblems before Sputmk
failure to do se now, while regrettable, sad (and
hopefu]ly reversible), can hardly be charged to the
size of either the space or the defense budget.

It was appropriate, not long ago, te suggest that we
cannot take a defensive position and say what we
want is everyone else to leave us alone. Nor are state-
ments of national purpese much besides compass di-
rections, We need purposeful thrust, equal in its
domain to the thrust of our giant rockets, with con-
sistent long-term national and international goals. It
has been true for some time that “although waging
war is deadly, it is intensely simple and direct, con-
sisting principally of many people getting positive
orders. Unfortunately, there isn’t any corresponding
set of positive orders, any prescription, that can be
written for peace.

“We need some kind of gigantic moral equivalent
of war, some activity on which we can focus and spend
our energies and resources—the conquest of space,
disease, hunger, the problem of world education, the
development of resources, the problems of population.
Clearly we don’t have to invent problems o

But we cannot embark in conscience on long-range
projects whose success requires an environment of
peace and security, without simultaneously working
equally hard on maintaining security and attempting
te secure peace.

(Continued on following page)




THE MYTH OF OVERKILL

i e CONTINUED

Iv.
THE ECONOMIC
ARGUMENT —
CAN WE SURVIVE A CUT
IN DEFENSE SPENDING?

A COMMON argumient encountered in discussions,

debates, and litetatute on disarmament is that
the opposition to disariament in the Umted

States is firmly based on the need for the arn
try as a central part of our economy. This argument is
part of the workmg mtellectual capltal of that falrly

reg dmg of demgratmg al most everythmg Pres:dent
Eisenhower said in his first 7.99 years of office, have
seized on and proclaimed as gospel Eisenhowet’s fare-
well remarks about the military-industrial complex.

Accompanying this argument is an implicit assump-
tion that any disarmament process would be whole-
sale, swift, abrupt, and economically catastrophic. The
fact is that in all the postwar years of negotiating on
disarmament we have achieved only a partial test ban
and a hot line agreement, neither of which directly
affects either our budgets or those of the Soviet Union
one iota. This sobering statistic should, but does not,
impress those who see disarmament as imminent and
opposition to it as based mainly on economic consid-
erations. Such studies as have been performed® 4 tend
to show that ad]ustments can be made if planned for

"The Soviet Unwn, which used to argue that the
United States needed heavy military expenditures to
prevent economic collapse, reversed its position sev-
eral years ago when it found that (1) this argument
was not true, and (2) its advocacy, while the Soviets
were simultaneously pressing for disarmament nego-
tiations, made for obvious and embarrassing internal
contradictions in policy.

What also seems to be forgotten in this worry about
the economic problem is that we went through a
easily and sucgeSSflLlly In a speech someh,me ,a,go,
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., said:®

Let us first consider the economic arguments.
From 1945 to 1946, the total government purchases
ofgmdsandsqvicesmtheUnitedStatesdeclined

wnthv the end of Woild War 1L, from $82.9 billion
i n. Thls was a d p of over $5@ bllhon

ernment spendmg then was, in shoft, about twenty-

five perceiit of the gross national prodict—-and ouF
-ecohoiny rose to take up the slack

federal budget The Amencan economy would thus
in no»clrcumstances have to meet a declme in npubhc

tainly survive a diop in pubhc spendlng amountmg
to one-eleventh of our gross national product today.

The argument that our economy requires the cold
war i, in short, a pheny.

The conditions following Werld War II were differ-
ent from those which might follow some future signifi-
cant amout of disar nt. But the statisties cited
above bear pondermg, and offer reassurance to those
who fear economic effects of disarmament.®

It is, and has been, US policy to werk for the es-
tablishment of some forim of disarmament and arms
control, and for relaxation of tensions. We ought to be
able to use our econoric strength to force the Soviet
Union to be more serious about disarmament than
they have been. Were we able to persuade them by
demnonstration that they cannot poessibly win “the
arms race” this might provide the incentive for more
meaningful and productive negotiations than have
taken place to date. As Schlesinger says in the same
speech:®

The only lasting hope for a relaxation of tensions
lies in the establishment of a system of general and
complete disarmament. One great issue confronting
us today is how we may best negotiate an effective
disarmament agreement. Those who oebject to our
defense budget evidently assume that, if we were to
permxt the Soviet Union to achieve a decisive mar-
gin of military advantage, the Soviet Union would

reward us by suddenly accepting a program of ef-
fective world disarmament.

As a historian, 1 find it hard to understand how
=—in view of a sequence of mtematlonal actions

that the Soviet Union is amrnated by anythmg but
an aggressive conception of its own interests. There
is only one way in which we can persuade the Soviet
Union that it must submit to a program of interna-
tional arms inspection and control—that is by per-
suading the Soviet leaders that we can stay in the
arms race as long as they can.

"l‘l'mepointsarewellrecognizedbyl’nim
Vickrey, in his interesting contribution to the
Melman pamplllet. But Vickrey's contribution
seems almost independent of the other contribu-
tions.
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V.
BEHIND MELMAN—
A BASIS FOR HIS
BELIEFS AND ACTIONS

ELMAN’s booklet" is important and urious at
e same tlme——lmportw its ap i
¥ ;ts omrssmns It is

es track collection of
- pealed

ary power pohtlcal ob-
the Soviet Union,
related topics. Were thls
I ﬁnd nowhere in thls boeklet any

power (but he doesnt say for what) S @ 2
rion for evaluating a force is that required to destroy
the major Soviet cities and his only concern is with
g the cheapest countercity force.

“The booklet is slim. Perhaps he should have en-
larged it and included either references to or excerpts
from his previous writings on disarmament and arms
control. As one might suspect, his well-publicized
views on these subjects are not independent of his
conclusions on strategy. For that reason let us see
what he has said about arms control.

Melman’s views may be found in several places. His
book, The Peace Race,” contains several chapters in
Part 1: “Roads to Defeat,” entitled “The Impotence of
Military Power, Dangers of War from Failures of
People and Machines, Can Military Deterrence Be
Stabilized?” His introduction to No Place to Hide® sets
forth his views on deterrence and strategy in adequate
detail. But perhaps the most succinct reference to what

The Nation.®

In that article Melman sees the emergence of the
doctrine of arms control as a competitor to and a sub-
stitute for disarmament.

Melman stated that the “fathers of the idea of arms
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control” constitute a diverse group of people who
have adopted thrs notion fer varying reasoems. For
some, he sard . Arms conttol reﬂe(,ts the price of
conscience.” He saw another group: “A sccond tr(,nd
favoring aris con lq can be fecognized in eer
militaty and | - theorists together with
ns-makers who found in the doctrine a method for
ing off the growing pubhc pressures for disarma-
¢ b} cofitrol
g: It can be presented to the public as dxs-
armament; yet i some views of arms contrel requ
eed not ¢lose down a sit
ment of put dny ebstacle
Pentagon’s war games and stfategy plax
The cold 1nference hete—and it is
ence=is that arn Mac
spiracy. In order to make the last quoted pemt ef Mel-
5, one miist feel at a subtle ]ob of deception is

Anothet group of pe@ple who afe in favor of arms
control, Melman believed, is . . . a group of men,
many of them in government service, who tried fe
peatedly to implement disarmament measures and
found themselves stymred by the opposition of

Pentagon and th :
now . decrded

whom he aqsoclated w1th the “fa ers of the new doe-
trine” are “. . . these who fear disarmainent because
‘it would leave the United States naked.” . For these
men, who have no explicit theory of souety which
they are prepared to match against Bolshevik doctrine,
the sword is their only shield.” I willingly leave ama-
teur and mass psychoanalysis to Melman, without
further comment.

Melman doubted that arms control can help to
achieve military stability. He argued that in order to
do s, “it is necessary to agree not only on the numbers
of weapons in being but to freeze (a) the ability and
(b) the will, to make new ones, The only way to freeze
the abrhty to develop new weapons is to disband ma-

personnel under appropnate mspechon and control
No arms control scheme yet put forward contemplates
any such step.” [Emphasis added.]

But disbanding military research and dewlopment
is precisely one of the steps which Melman urges in
his currently proposed budget reductions! (See Ref. 1,
pp. 3-4.) Thus the step Melman advocates is a uni-
lateral step; it is not a negotiated, not an inspected,
step. He would effectively discontinue all military re-
search and development, and because this is a uni-
lateral step it really accelerates instability.

He continues, . . . The only way to freeze or to de-
stroy the will to make new weapons is to achieve a
relaxatlon of the present fear-ridden mentahty en-

dlspersed by agreements that are desngned to regulate
but not to terminate, the arms race.”

It is superfluous to point out what could be docu-
mented in detail: That the United States’s proposals,
debated at length, presented to the Eighteen Nation
Disarmament Conference, discussed on many college

(Continued on following page)
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THE MYTH OF OVERKILL oo

campuses, at many mcctm;,s do envi
wholesale teduction iin arms, given I C
These conditions have not been met; and likels

be met by the Soviets, and the appearance ef an e
seems to be deferred °

vitonment ot o

ﬁrst oiie slde and then the ether seemmg to have the
adva»ntage

deter a “ﬁrst strlke 1f that DreHiises

one side or the other (assum ng the w1ll o strike is
thete). He continues: “Obviously, the mote nearly
equal the opposing forces ate, the greater role surprise
and evasive mane 1 the outcomie of the
conflict. In thi fé
father than dectease the danger of surprise attack.
Now the question is, how does this statement jibe with
his proposed plai which i ignores the factors set forth
above?

In fact, what is he ellmgp Setting these stateinents
side by side with those in his booklet leaves one not
only cenfused but also wondering.

Melman’s 1961 article reflects considerable concern
over the problem of accideiits in the precipitation of
catastrophe, and then, in a complete misunderstanding
of the nature of arms control and the efforts being
made (which were talked about well before the date
of his article) to lessen such dangers, Melman asserts
that arms control would net perceptibly lessen this
danger. ) )

uvers can p

‘Melmans article in The Nation appeared
early in 1961. Considering his later works, refer-
enced in this paper, the views here quoted are
fmrly representative of his contmumg vnewpomts

i CONTINUED

In (hscussmg, the spread of nuclear weapons==the
problem-=Melman states a preference for
( the importance of a testban agree-
ment which would limit the nuinbet of nuclear powets,
and again, in an egregiotis misundetstanding and' mis-
statement of what afms controllefs ase and have been
for, states that “this infefence is not generally made by
supportets of the arms contiol doctrine.” ° is non-
sense.

What is he fm ? He states a preference for “inspected
disarmament.” Biit this has been out policy for many
yeais! The reasons that we have no inspected disarma-
inent remain clear.

Melman concluded this article by crystalﬂxang the

distinctions (as he saw them) between those in faver
ament versiis those in favor of ainis control.

He said: “For each person in a free society, the choice
‘of where to take one’s chances is deterinined by ene’s

| iclude a high regard for hu-

, a desire to dev man’s potential for peace=
g, and the will to extend the boundaries of
freedom;, then the strategy of disarmament with its
allied political and econemic goals is the preferred
coiitse. But if one’s valies place human life at low
worth and iiclude a preference for man's destructive
potential, and for authoritarian relations in political
life, then some variant of conservative military theory,
such as arms control, is preferable.”

It is well to keep these comments in mind when
reading Melman’s proposals on allocation of the de-
fense budget One of the most revealing of Melman’s
statements is the last quoted, which attempts te pre-
empt universally accepted values for the disarmers,
and while denying these “good” values to the “arms

controllers,” imputes to them lowly and despicable

values.

As Melman says: “The pity is that so many of us
make our choices without awareness of the ends, or
values, that are being served.” Well, here we can all
certainly agree with Melman.

AFTER
CRITICISM, WHAT?

PROGRAM

and important, but analysis alone is insufficient

and dlssatlsfymg Melman’s concept of what the
United States is up to is in error. His proposed
posture and structure of our military forces would
inerease instability, not stability. Were we to do what
he suggests, the danger we may be in would increase,
not decrease. Were we to do what he suggests, our
chances for securmg a meaningful dlsarmament agree-

ANALYSIS of othera proposmons is both necessary

to say that Melman is wrong Analysns is necessary,
but synthesis, and a positive program, must follow.
We are not necessanly domg all ‘we can or should
sufficient. We must have a posnhee-éregram at all
times, and be workmg at it. Here are several elements

1=MAKE THE WORLD SAFE FOR DISARMAMENT.

At the Accra Assembly in Ghana it was appropriate
to suggest that: 1°
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. the impasse is real. We fouind no reom for
Lom«promlse on fiindamental issues; a useful analogy
is to consider making a compromise when we come
to a fork in the road. A compromise might well be to
[.,](i between the two roads where there is no road at
al

It seeins, therefore, incuimbent upoen all of us .
to prep'lre sadly but realistically, for a penod of ne
ment—as the period since World
'has already been. ) N )

We must make and keep the world safe for dis-
arinament.

As for the role of the nongmnt pewens 'whethel

P
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e
=
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powers d pends above .1]] upon stabl
world meaning no Wwai; no heighteined t

he , the small countries, as well' as uw»"
he !larger powexs, can mal\e their voices
to, if; and eily
derstandmg of the real
"een the big powers, so that these
s do not go off on byways, up blind
, OF on trivial projects. (2] "Their rele as inter-

thits can the dlscussmn be eb]ectlve, reahstlc, and
elevate

. The concéin of the smaller countries will be
respected they will be listened to, and their fole will
be a historical, important, and useéful one when they
deinonstrate: (a) responsrblhtv, (b) aceuracy, (e)
understandmg, and (d) responsiveness.

. Let us work for that stability which will per-
mit a solution, if found, to be acceptable and ac-
cepted. 1 repeat: We must make and keep the world
safe for disarmament.

We must accept the agonizing and all-toe:likely
protracted effert which will be required to reach
agreement on disarmament, and on building such
world institutions of law and justice as are necessary
complements and components of a disarmed weorld.

These same requirements pertain to internal crltl-
undérétandmg, and responsweness Alas, too often
these characteristics are absent in domestic discussions.
The reader may try these criteria on Melman’s treat-
ment of our problems.

2—FIGHT SECRECY.

Secrecy is the major obstacle standing in the road
of progress toward disarmament. * "'

The partial test-ban treaty of 1963 has been widely
hailed. What is being ignored and forgotten are the
reasons that it is a partial test ban: Soviet obsession
with secrecy and charges of espionage prevented the
inclusion of underground tests in the treaty. Such tests
would have required inspection on the territory of the
Soviet Union. The inspection would have been strictly

regulated; there would have been perhaps less than
circumscribed. Stlll the Soviets ohjected to such in-
spection, and termed it “espionage.” They still do.

" This has been the thread that has run through all
the disarmament discussions since World War IL. Sev-
eral years ago it appeared that:

AIR FORCE Magezine  Febreary 1964

As long as the Seviet Union stands firm on this
fock of secrecy, we aren't going to have any disarma-
ment. For if thev insist on their form of secrecy, we
aren’t going to have inspection, Wwe aren’t going to
have any afms contiol, and if we aren’t going te have
ahv arms coitrol we never ate going to have any dis-
‘ament—unilees it’s a nenwplefen(ed variety, vield-

veu heal edd noises gemg oit behlm his hlgh fence
and\ st ange odms commg out and yeu see fhshee ef

thls yOou aré ‘hable te treat his requests fer trust wrth
some suspicion. The Soviet rock of seciecy must go.
If this rock isn’t removed, 1 subinit that there will be
no progress toward disirmanient. 2

Unfertulnately, the situation has changed not at all.
i t, mformatlve and efﬁcnaﬁl ex-

can reservatlen to the ]omt statement of pri
disarmament. 12 ) 7

It is time, and in fact, long overdue, that we fully
inform the American people of the si ice of
secrecy as practiced by the Soviet Union, and its im-
plications for arms control and disarmament. Hope:
fully, we might educate some eritics of American
defense pelic{r at the same time,

agamst secrecy. Not only does secrecy prevent dlS-
armament, but it forces the arms race into higher and
ever-increasing spirals, The United States budget which
Melman is so critical of is, in part, a direct conse-
quence of Soviet secrecy. Further and much more
important, secrecy is not as valuable to the Soviets as
they think it is. Secrecy can evaporate witheut leaving
a trace, and it is illusory to count on secrecy for
protection. For this reason, counting on secrecy is
destabilizing, There are many other technical argu-
ments against secrecy, but so long as it is difficult to
have open discussion with the Soviets, and so long
as they have very little internal open discussion on
these tnatters, it is difficult to expeét them to change

3—HARDER WORK FOR NEXT STEPS IN ARMS
CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT.

The United States is the only nation in the world
which has an agency like the Arms Control and Dis-
ata hlgh level on the problems subsumed in its title.

(Continued on following page)
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The hopes and the aspirations of the world are tied
up with f ea(.hmg general and complete disafina-
ment, But GCD has not been attained, and is not more
i i prevxous]y

get us m@vmg rtowar | th
get to m one ]ump. De

d of s} clear powers extendl g
) niments==cettainly these are
al next steps These steps aiin in the right directioi,
and are hecessary precufsofs to bigger steps.

4—DE:COUPLE ACCIDENTS FROM CONSE@UENCES;
Bothx the Sov1et Umon and the U tat

natie, stable assured easy,
S then g0 on to suggest enormous

g that what mlght be
seemns to be out of the
h d to turn all their woiries to
umntended war, and variations thereof,
is certainly legitimate.
About fifteen years ago, I started using the phrase
catalytic war to describe a process, an extreme, but
not the only, form of which would be country C staft-
ing a war between countries A and B either by malevs
olence, misealculation, or other means.? Above all,
we must be alert to the possibility of accidents and we
must not react automatically. In the unlikely event of
an accident, whether or not we respond by getting
into a big war depends on whether or not we have
anticipated and thought abeut this possibility ahead
of time.

Speculation and thought on this problem is not new:

What would we do if such an event happened?
This process does not lend itself to standard police
investigative procedures, like taking fingerprints and
interrogating witnesses. It is not that kind of an
affair. Unless we had thought about this possibility
(which we are now doing) there is some kind of
chance that we might go to war. But, because we
have thought about this, and because the conse-
quences of war are even more serious, we would now
pause and ask the question, “Where did it come
from, and whese was it?” This suggests an interesting
task, purpose and value for mutual inspection sys-
tems. 2

In fact, publicizing these considerations is itself an
important deterrent to third-party mischief and ad-
venturism,

The “hot” line between Washington and Moscow

will do part of the job called for by this suggestion.
‘,_y all odds, the mightiest blow struck in years
against science, sanity, and sense in the discussion of
the problem of accidents was given by C. P. Snow:™

. We kinow with the certainty of statistical truth,
that if enough of these weapons are made=by
: h different states==some of them ate going to
blow up through acciden
the metives don’ .
naturé of the statistieal faet. . genuingly
kinow the risks. We are faced! with an exthet-or
and we havent wivich ti ithet we accept a re-
That is the
rtainty.
and the
es. Other

elther ‘-_': is not a risk, but a ¢
The nuclear arms race between the
USSR ot oiml‘y ot _eS ébmt ace

one slde, therefore we have a ﬁmte tisk. On the
other side, we have a céftainty of disastér. Between a
risk of a certainty, a sane man does net hesitate.

Sniow infets, but does not state exphcltly, that “some
of these bombs going off” will result in general full-
scale nuclear war. Perhaps it is “obviouis” to him
he refers to the “certainty of disaster.” What Snow
and others have failed to realize is that we have gone
a long time without a single accident and large num-
bers of nuelear weapons have been in possession of
both the Soviet Union and the US for more than ten
years. This does not mean, of course, that therefore
we will go a similar length of time in the future with-
out an acc_ident. This statistic does, however, argue
against the “inevitability” of an accident over a cor-
responding length of time in the future. If anythmg, it
suggests that the pmbab:lzty of an accident is extreme-
ly low. This, of course, is insufficient.

- It must be our position to see that accidents are
prevented as far as possible, but that if they do occur
they do not yield or lead to automatic inexorable con-
sequences, We must de-couple accidents and alleged
automatic consequences.'*¥5 It is far too simple to
assert that probabilities are cumulative. In fact, we
are not deahng with coins, but w:th experience, and

The llkehhood of accndents may be low but, as long
as there are weapons in the world, we cannot count on
there being no aecidents. What we should count on,
and can insist on, is that kind of a pause in the event
of an “accident” which would let us determine whether
it was indeed an accndent or a provocatwn or the
in a Senate resolution by Senator Hump.brey who,
stating in detail what the United States is doing to
maintain control over its weapons and to reduce the
probability of accidental unauthorized use of weapons,
called upon the Soviet Union to let the world know
what they were doing about these same problems. The
Soviet Union has not responded.

Important too are the consequences of the accident
problem to the kind of strategy we need. The kind of
strategy that we have and the forces we are building,
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the thinking upon which forces and strategy are based,
are clearly responsive to this ploblem This is what
was called for several years ago. *

ere is serious thought about temoving or de-
sensitizing the retaliatory hair trigger; the instant-
réspoiise stratégy that we seem to prefer. One way
that has been suggestedI is to slow down the requir red

The rldea
egy of »thls

—1t would be a
e rocking without

being swamped

What are the slements of such a strategy? It seems
0 . This strategy may
X 'mple The elements that
lized deteirent strategy are
ve ensuring that we don't

Hon ) g quiet while we
are ’b g hlt or abs bmg a ﬁrst blow, not having to
instantaneously; not having to get our air-
planes and missiles off at once. This strategy might
involve, for example, building missile sites that are
hardened, numerous, dispersed, or perhaps mobile
=that ate able to absorb the first hit. This is ex-
pensive,
Such a strategy would require having adequate
deqguiate inforiation exchange
nts te convince each other
that it neither pays nor is there occasion to strike
first. I'm assuming we’re in an era when we haven't
got perfect disarmament, and that there are still some
things to worry about. In the event of an accident,
or a third-party attempt to catalyze a war, an ade-
quate mutual-inspection system would enable the
Russians to tell us and us to tell the Russians, “Now,
look, that bomb didn’t comeé froin us, and we can
prove it. It came from somewhere else. Don’t start

This list of “things to do” is not meant to be com-
plete, nor inclusive. It ignores large blocks of impor-
tant activity—our activities in support of the UN and
specxallzed agencnes medlcal food problems prob-

mterested in de fense problems and in mamtammg our
security by military means are not interested or active
in enhancing security by other methods or are in-
different to and uninterested in domestic and human
problems. Military security is only one facet of the
problems we face.

It was once appropriate to argue that “what is wrong
with deterrence as we have come to talk about it is not
deterrence itself, but an overwhelming preoccupation
with deterrence alone to the exclusion of complemen-
tary and concurrent efforts.” 2

? Well, we are now en-
gaged in complementary and concurrent efforts; the
fact that they“don’t always succeed according to our
expectations is not entirely our fault, for we are not in
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complete and sole charge. When the Department of
the Intefior or the Army’s Corps of Engineers fails to
complete a ds aited States; you know ex-
actly whete blame lies and where to assigh fesponsi-
bility. When the Afins Control and Disarmament
Agency “fails” to seciife an affis-conttol agreement,
it is senseless and erroneous to co in to them
alone Some of the frustration and disap

he Sov1ets
Hope for a more peaceful world, and more impor-
tant, ,posmtlve actlons must take off from a secure
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; teward‘ greater stabﬂhty, toward a more peac
: t@ enter the door marked “unilateral disafma-
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